
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

Douglas P. Rice 

2010 

 

 



The Thesis Committee for Douglas P. Rice 
Certifies that this is the approved version of the following thesis: 

 
 

Scholarly Information Sharing among Book and Paper Conservators 
 
 
 
 

 

 

APPROVED BY 
SUPERVISING COMMITTEE: 

 

 

 
Karen Pavelka 

Gary Geisler 

 

Supervisors: 



 
Scholarly Information Sharing among Book and Paper Conservators 

 

by 

Douglas P. Rice, B.S., M.F.A. 

 

 

Thesis 

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of  

The University of Texas at Austin 

in Partial Fulfillment  

of the Requirements 

for the Degree of  

 

Master of Science in Information Studies 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 
May 2010 

 



 iv 

Acknowledgements 

 

I would like to acknowledge the invaluable help of Karen Pavelka in guiding me 

throughout this study and Gary Geisler for his encouragement and time. I am also 

indebted to all those who responded to my survey and the young conservators who helped 

me to pilot test my questionnaire. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 v 

Abstract 

 

Scholarly Information Sharing among Book and Paper Conservators 

 

Douglas P. Rice, MSInfoStds 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2010 

 

Supervisors:  Karen Pavelka, Gary Geisler 

 

Book and paper conservation integrates several disciplines, including traditional 

handcrafts, hard sciences, and art and book history, each with distinct methodologies and 

epistemic cultures. In order to examine how book and paper conservators straddle these 

varied fields and methodologies, a large-scale survey was conducted to investigate 

information sharing within the field. This examination of both formal publication and 

informal, lateral communication was inspired by the work of sociologists of science such 

as Derek J. de Solla Price and Diana Crane, including their concept of invisible colleges. 

A sample of one hundred book and paper conservators was questioned on methods of 

information sharing and attitudes towards topics such as publication and peer review. The 

result shows a field with great respect for formal methods of publication but still largely 

centered around informal methods of information sharing. Based on the survey results, 

potential methods of information sharing that may be well suited to the singularities of 

the field are discussed. 
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Introduction 

 

BACKGROUND 

Taken as a cohesive discipline, book and paper conservation is fascinatingly 

complex in its varied methodology, principles and history. Like other branches of art and 

object conservation, it is an intricate mix of lab-based scientific inquiry and traditional 

handcrafts, and as such it incorporates several divergent methods of scholarly 

communication.  While book restoration has existed nearly as long as binding itself, book 

and paper conservation, including careful attention to materials, an attempt to minimize 

intervention and a methodical and scientific approach to treatment, was relatively 

unknown until the mid to late twentieth century. Throughout the sixties and seventies, 

many craft binders began to focus on methods that can properly be considered 

conservation by today’s standards. In the late 1970s, conferences devoted to book and 

paper conservation, hosted at first by the Society of American Archivists and the 

International Institute for Conservation, helped solidify the field, and its first devoted 

journals began to appear. In the early 1980s, as the American Institute for Conservation 

developed and the number of publications began to steadily grow, there was an increased 

interest in the discipline, and a system of academic training was called for. The first book 

and paper conservation education program was established in 1981 by Paul Banks at 

Columbia University.  

 

THE NATURE OF THE FIELD 

In 1977, The Paper Conservator, one of book and paper conservation’s earliest 

peer-reviewed journals, began publication with the following announcement: 
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The Paper Conservator is the annual journal of the Institute of Paper Conservation 
and is a forum for the dissemination and exchange of ideas and information 
relating to the conservation of works of art on paper, library and archival material. 
It is concerned with the conservator both as craftsman and scientist. (Paper 
Conservator 1977) 

 

Two aspects of this statement of purpose are of note. The publication points to the 

“dissemination and exchange of ideas and information” and goes on to point out that it is 

concerned with the conservator as “both craftsman and scientist”. It is precisely because 

scientists and craftsmen traditionally disseminate and exchange ideas through very 

different means that it seems to be of great worth to explore how it is that book and paper 

conservators manage to straddle and mix these two distinct epistemic cultures.  

While it is possible to try to understand a field through the knowledge that it 

demands and creates, it is also useful to look at the community that shares that knowledge 

and the means and norms for communication. This study aims to analyze the sharing of 

scholarly information by book and paper conservators in order to characterize the field. 

The methods of the current paper have been heavily influenced by sociologists of science 

such as Derek J. de Solla Price and Diana Crane (Price 1963, Crane 1972). Crane and 

Price studied both formal and informal networks of communication among scientists in 

order to understand the nature and growth of scientific fields as well as the differences in 

the way information is shared between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ sciences. Among other findings, 

they discovered the presence of strongly influential “invisible colleges” (named after the 

informal network of 17th century natural philosophers who later founded the Royal 

College). These invisible colleges are small networks of individuals whose respect and 

trust for one another’s work highly influences the way that scholarly information is 

transmitted among members. The idea of the invisible college has been further 

investigated within many scientific communities and such research has led to related 
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concepts, such as Karin Knorr Cetina’s “confidence pathways” and “gossip circles” 

(Knorr Cetina 1994).   

Within the sciences, this informal, lateral knowledge sharing is complimented by 

more formal, impersonal methods of communicating, such as publication in academic 

journals. In most sciences, the peer-review process has become an important aspect of 

such scholarly publication since the mid-twentieth century. Crane and Price found that in 

nascent sciences, the number of these academic journals increases first linearly and then 

exponentially. 

There are now a number of electronic methods of communication that can be said 

to occupy a middle ground between casual discussion among invisible colleges and the 

codified publication of scholarly articles. Newsgroups and mailing lists are especially 

prevalent as forms of lateral communication with a fixed textual form.  

 

THE GOALS OF THE PRESENT STUDY 

By administering a survey of book and paper conservators, this study aims to 

characterize current methods of information sharing within the field. Beyond simply 

exploring the favored methods of sharing knowledge, the survey is designed to 

investigate questions of trust and authority and to investigate conservators’ opinions of 

the value of formal methods of scientific communication and peer-review. This survey is 

conducted in the hopes that an understanding of how conservators currently share 

information and think about its transmission could not only help with an academic 

understanding of the field, but also in designing new methods of communication or 

strengthening existing ones. 
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Methods 

In order to analyze the behavior and attitudes involved in information sharing 

within the larger population of book and paper conservators, a cross-sectional survey of a 

sample of this population was conducted. An online, self-administered questionnaire was 

chosen for data collection, which minimized complications due to distribution and 

allowed a rapid turnaround in data collection. 

 

THE SAMPLE 

Given the size of the population, a clustered convenience sample was thought to 

be most practical, with self-selected respondents opting-in to the survey by responding to 

a solicitation posted on one of several popular mailing lists. After informal discussion 

with several conservators, the following four lists were chosen for soliciting survey 

responses: the Conservation DistList, at the time hosted by the Stanford University 

Libraries; PADG, The Preservation Administration Discussion Group, similarly hosted 

by Stanford; SHARP-L, The Electronic Conference for the History of Print Culture, 

hosted by the Society for the History of Authorship, Reading, and Publishing; and 

Book_Arts-L, based at Syracuse University and managed by Peter Verheyen.  

The nature of the study’s non-probability sampling introduces several potential 

biases. Self-selection bias is almost unavoidable in such a survey; opt-in, open-invitation 

surveys tend to attract a certain non-random subset of a population. Perhaps the most 

relevant bias, however, is the selection bias involved in only inviting those conservators 

who regularly read the chosen mailing lists. The potential ramifications of this selection 

bias will be discussed further in the presentation of the results. Several of the 

respondents’ general comments on the survey itself also indicated the possibility of an 
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expectation bias, and it is possible that false expectations of the survey may have 

influenced responses and results.  

The survey was conducted in April of 2009 and left open until 100 completed 

responses were collected.  While it was not necessary for respondents to answer each 

question included, instances where the respondent abandoned the survey while 

responding were not counted toward the results.  The total population of book and paper 

conservators is unknown. The Book and Paper Group within the American Institute for 

Conservation has a membership of over 900 (not all of whom are necessarily book and 

paper conservators and many of whom are institutions), and the group of the same name 

within the Institute of Conservation in the United Kingdom is one of the institute’s largest 

subgroups. While there is no definitive method of determining an appropriate sample size 

for any survey (Fowler, 1993), it is certain that a sample of 100 from a population of 

more than a thousand will result in large confidence intervals (with the current sample of 

100, a response of 50% to any given question would, with a confidence level of 95%, 

have a confidence interval of 9.3%) 

 

THE INSTRUMENT 

An online questionnaire was developed using the open-source PHP software 

Limesurvey and was linked to from an invitation sent to the mailing lists noted above. 

The use of the Limesurvey web-based survey environment allowed complete anonymity, 

and respondents were identified only by sequential identification numbers assigned to 

their responses. The questionnaire was designed to contain a mix of close-ended and 

open-ended questions. Close-ended questions were multiple-choice, with some using a 

Likert scale, and many were followed by an option to include comments on the 
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respondent’s answer. The questions were divided into five sections. The first collected 

basic background information on the respondents, including workplace, specialization, 

and training. The next two sections included questions on information retrieval and 

information sharing respectively. The fourth section included more open-ended questions 

about changes in the field, and the final section collected demographic data and allowed 

for general comments.  

The survey was pilot tested on a small group of conservators and students of 

conservation to check for clarity, operability, and to solicit any comments on the content 

of the questionnaire itself. After some minor revision, an invitation including a link to the 

survey was sent out to the chosen mailing lists. 
  

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

While quantitative, close-ended questions have been counted (and in some cases 

cross-tabulated) in a fairly self-explanatory way, some discussion of the evaluation of the 

open-ended qualitative responses is called for. Mary Lynn Rice-Lively’s chapter 

“Analyzing qualitative data from information organizations,” found in Gorman and 

Clayton, is an excellent introduction to the methods used in analyzing these results 

(Gorman and Clayton 2005). Open-ended answers were categorized using an iterative, 

dialectic process of data reduction, in which initial broad groups of response were 

reduced to smaller, informative categories. For certain questions basic theme analysis 

was conducted as well. It should be noted that the act of analyzing these qualitative 

responses is fundamentally interpretive. 
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Findings 

A full summary of the survey results, including sample demographics, can be 

found in Appendix A. Below, several trends of interest are presented along with some 

discussion of their implications for the field. 

 

VALUED MEANS OF INFORMATION SHARING 

Among textual sources, mailing lists are the most frequently used means of 

finding specific information for the respondents. These are followed in frequency by first 

online journals and then print journals. In general, the respondents seem to most often 

consult sources found online, with print sources being consulted with less frequency. 

Only 20% of the respondents read from a printed journal once a week or more, with most 

(56%) consulting journals once a month or less.  

However, these textual sources, including mailing lists, are largely overshadowed 

by informal, lateral communication between conservators. 85% of respondents were more 

likely to email or speak to a friend or colleague when seeking specific information than to 

query a mailing list, and when sharing a newly discovered treatment or insight (with 

respondents able to choose multiple means), 80% would tell friends through email or 

conversation, but only 12% would post their discovery to a mailing list. 

The sampling bias of soliciting responses from mailing lists must be kept in mind, 

but these statistics to seem to point to a field that values informal communication among 

peers, primarily through informal conversational means, over formal publication. There is 

an interesting discrepancy, however, between the value placed on mailing lists as sources 

of specific information and the respondents’ willingness to share their own discoveries 

and insight on those lists.  
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INVISIBLE COLLEGES 

We have seen that lateral communication between friends and peers is highly 

valued among respondents, but this alone doesn’t point to the presence of invisible 

colleges. It is important that such colleges be built around both professional respect and 

similarities of interest. When the sample was asked which aspects of a mailing list post 

would indicate to them that it was ‘trustworthy’, 52% of the respondents answered that 

familiarity with the author or the author’s reputation is such an indicator. More than a 

quarter, 26%, answered that the author’s institutional affiliation is an indicator of 

trustworthiness. The rhetoric and coherence of the post itself was chosen as an indicator 

by 15%.  

Diana Crane, in investigating invisible colleges in the social sciences, found that 

“members of these groups were not so much linked to each other directly, but were linked 

to each other indirectly through highly influential members.” (Crane 1972, 49)  Given the 

low number of respondents that we have seen are likely to post findings to mailing lists 

and the high value put on familiarity with those individuals that are posting, it is possible 

that book and paper conservators are forming invisible colleges of influence and 

communication based around a small number of influential individuals, but this 

possibility needs to be explored further. 

 

EDITING AND PERSISTENCE 

Mailing lists, as we have seen, are the most frequently consulted textual source of 

specific information among the sample of book and paper conservators. Respondents 

were asked how likely they would be to publically correct any incorrect information that 
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they found on a mailing list. 40% of the respondents said that they were ‘not very likely’ 

to correct an error in a mailing list post, and only 6% said that they were ‘very likely’. 

The most common reasons given for not making such corrections were lack of time and 

the desire to avoid embarrassing the original author. This means that mailing lists go 

largely unedited by the community, and that incorrect information is likely to persist in 

mailing list archives uncorrected.    

 

PUBLICATION 

While we have seen that journals are not as frequently consulted as mailing lists, 

with more than half of the respondents consulting them only once a month or less, 

publication is still a valued goal. More than half of the respondents (56%) have written 

between one and five articles during their career (though they have not necessarily 

published these articles), and 38% of the respondents think it ‘very’ important for 

conservators to publish during their career (a larger proportion, 44%, think it is 

‘somewhat’ important). There are, however, some distinct differences between the 

sample’s attitudes towards publication and those in the hard sciences. Nearly half of the 

respondents (48%), feel that there is ‘not much’ competition between conservators to 

publish, and more than half of the respondents (53%) think that peer review is only 

‘somewhat’ important. The qualitative explanations of the respondents’ opinions on peer 

review are expanded on in Appendix A, but one of the themes that emerged in response 

to this question and many others is that there is a distinct difference between ‘practical’, 

often treatment-related information, and more research-based information, often the 

result of studies involving hard sciences such as chemistry. The ideal means of sharing 

these two types of information are seen to differ, with peer-review seen as much more 
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useful for the publication of research-based information but not really necessary for 

treatment-related information. 



 11 

 

 

Conclusions and Application 

As might be expected from the field’s history and methods, information sharing 

between book and paper conservators seems to from a fascinating bridge between the 

epistemic cultures of craft and hard science. Small, informal communities centered on 

familiarity and respect, similar to invisible colleges, prove most influential. At the same 

time, publication is seen as important, and conservators seem to have a desire to publish, 

even if journals are not the most frequently consulted sources of information. Many of 

the trappings of scientific publication seem to currently be less important within book and 

paper conservation, however, than they are in some of the hard sciences, with 

competition to publish viewed as minimal and gatekeeping practices such as peer-review 

considered only somewhat important.  

Given the sample’s value of lateral communication and the sort of informal but 

static (and searchable) communication found in mailing lists, and considering its respect 

for and use of fixed, vetted products such as online and print journals, it seems that the 

book and paper conservation community might be very well served by a large, openly-

edited wiki. Wikis are community built and edited collections of web pages that take the 

form of a collection of inter-related documents. In the words of one of the creators of the 

format, wikis are based around meaningful topic associations between discrete entries 

(Leuf and Cunningham 2001).  

The wiki seems especially well suited to conservators. While a vetted, community 

edited product is the result, one that could easily relate ‘practical’ treatment-related 

information to more complex research results, each page also has a built in discussion, 
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allowing for the sort of lively conversation that is favored in mailing lists. One could 

subscribe to those pages or topics that are of interest and keep track of ongoing 

conversations, help in the dynamic, continual editing of those topics’ pages and the 

expansion of their content, and all of this could be done with whatever level of privacy is 

agreed upon, possibly freeing the contributor from the risk of embarrassing others when 

correcting errors where they are found.  

Currently, the AIC has placed its popular Specialty Group Catalogs into wiki 

form. The current incarnation of this wiki, however, is very limited in its use of the wiki 

platform’s social editing abilities. Currently,  

online catalogue entries must be prepared before being made accessible to the 
wider audience. After this, chapters may be modified or added to by users with 
editing permissions. If at some point the editorial board deems a chapter to be 
complete, the entry may be locked and no additional changes will be made, until a 
user with administrator permission opens the entry. (AIC-CC User Guidelines 
2010) 

This means the wiki is essentially functioning as a static page, sharing many of the same 

qualities as an annual or other print resource. In addition, the discussion allowed on these 

wiki pages is limited to approved editors and not open to the conservation community at 

large.  

 One of the great fears in opening wikis up to being edited by a larger community 

without any sort of editorial gatekeeping is that incorrect information will be introduced 

and go uncorrected. However several studies, mostly focusing on the completely open 

Wikipedia, have shown that when a large community of active contributors is leveraged 

and stays vigilant, accuracy equal to that of print sources can be achieved and incorrect 

information is quickly and reliably removed or corrected (Giles 2005; Viegas, 

Wattenberg and Dave 2004).  
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FURTHER STUDY 

The current survey is admittedly an initial exploration, and there are many 

opportunities to look deeper into the nature of information sharing by book and paper 

conservators. Since the presence of invisible colleges of influence and communication 

does seem to be indicated, it would be valuable to trace the shape and behavior of these 

small communities in greater detail. It would also be of great worth to explore the 

relationship between research-based information and ‘practical’ treatment-based 

information, to see how these two types of information relate and feed into one another 

and how they may grow or be shared at differing rates. Finally, there are increasingly 

popular modes of communication that this paper does not address, such as blogs, some of 

which have an increasingly lively community of discussion within entry comments.    
 



 14 

 

Appendix A: Summary of Survey Results 

 

THE SAMPLE  

The vast majority of respondents, 82% of those 

who chose a gender, identified themselves as female. 

32% of the respondents were under 35 years of age and 

47% were between 46 and 65 (Table 1). There was a 

slight divide in the amount of time that most participants 

had been practicing. Nearly 50% of the sample had been 

practicing for less than 10 years, while 34% had practiced 

for more than 25 years (Table 2).  

While the respondents hailed from 11 different 

countries, 77% work in the US, 7% in Canada, and 12% 

in the UK or Ireland (Table 3). Over 40 of the hundred 

conservators identified their work place as an academic 

library. Twenty-one of the respondents work in private 

practice and 18 work in a museum or gallery. The greatest 

proportion of the respondents (36%) specialize in both 

book and paper conservation, but nearly the same amount 

(33%) chose paper as a specialization, with 27% choosing 

books. Most respondents reported that they have no 

specific period of material that they work with, but of 

Table 1: Age 
Under 25 3 3% 
25 - 35 29 29% 
36 – 45 17 17% 
46 – 55 25 25% 
56 – 65 22 22% 
66 and above 3 3% 
Grand Total 99 100% 

Table 2: Years Practicing 
<  5 years 22 22% 
5-10 years 26 26% 
11-15 years 10 10% 
16-20 years 7 7% 
21-25 years 13 13% 
> 25 years 21 21% 
Grand Total 99 100% 

Table 3: Country 
U.S. 69 70% 
Canada 7 7% 
U.K. 7 7% 
Ireland 4 4% 
Australia 2 2% 
Austria 2 2% 
Greece 2 2% 
Belgium 1 1% 
France 1 1% 
Iran 1 1% 
Qatar 1 1% 
Scotland 1 1% 
Grand Total 98 100% 
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those that do, 37 work with 18th century materials, 35 

with post 20th century, and 19 with 17th-18th 

(respondents could choose more than one period). Only 

17 of those sampled work with pre-17th century 

materials. 

 The respondents were asked what they 

considered to be their main sources of education and 

training in conservation and were allowed to choose 

multiple categories that applied (Table 4). The most 

popular answer was ‘Graduate Academic Program’, with 64 respondents. Internships (51 

respondents) and workshops (47 respondents) were the next popular choices. Of those 

that chose ‘Other’, the most popular sources of training written-in were conferences and 

on-the-job training. 

The most popular secondary degrees held are in conservation. This conservation 

degree count includes those library or information studies degrees that were focused on 

conservation. Forty-six of the respondents have degrees in the fine arts and art history, 

and 14 have some form of a literature or language degree. 

 

FINDING INFORMATION 

Respondents were asked to rank six popular sources of conservation information 

from the most frequently used to find specific information to the least frequently 

consulted (Figure 1). In the “Most Frequently Used” ranking, electronic mailing lists 

were strongly favored, with online journal articles and print journal articles following 

closely. In the second ranking, books were strongly favored. The most common source 

Table 4: Secondary Degrees Held 
Conservation 52 
Art History 24 
Fine Art 22 
Library/Information Studies 17 
Literature/Language 14 
History 5 
Natural Sciences 5 
Mathematics/Computer 
Science 

4 

Anthropology 4 
Music 3 
Classics 2 
Museum Studies 2 
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ranked low or last in frequency of use was newsletters. It should be noted that this 

question would be heavily influenced by the sampling biased introduced by soliciting 

respondents from mailing lists.  

 

While mailing lists are used most frequently among these textual sources, when 

respondents were asked what main source of trustworthy information was missing from 

the options above, conversation with colleagues and coworkers was the almost 

unanimous response, and 85% of respondents claimed that they would be more likely to 

email or phone a friend than to use a mailing list when they are asking a specific 

conservation question. 

Asked how often the respondents consult an 

academic journal specific to the conservation field, 

32% responded several times per month, with another 

46% responding either once a month or several times a 

Table 5: Academic Journal 
Consulted 
Once a day or more 4 
Once a week 16 
Several times a month 31 
Once a month 20 
Several times a year or less 25 
Never 2 

Grand Total 98 
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year or less. Only 20% of respondents look at a 

journal once a week or more (Table 5). Asked 

which of several popular conservation journals they 

found most helpful, the Paper Conservator and the 

Book and Paper Annual topped the list. 

Respondents that filled in ‘Other’ most commonly 

choose craft bookbinding journals such as The 

Bookbinder, New Bookbinder, and Bonefolder 

(Table 6).  

Turning to questions of trust and authority, 

the respondents were asked how important it is to 

them that journal articles, which we have seen 

ranked high in frequency of use, have gone 

through a peer-review process. 26% of the 

respondents answered that it is very important, while 53% found it only somewhat 

important (Table 7). The respondents were invited to expand on their thoughts about peer 

review. Three popular themes emerged in the answers.  One of the most prevalent 

opinions was that the respondents could judge by themselves whether an article was 

accurate without the aid of peer review, with several respondents claiming that this sort 

of skill is necessary given the nature of the field’s publications. Many of the respondents 

making this claim explained that an important factor in determining the article’s validity 

is its author or affiliated institution. There was, however, an equally strongly voiced 

opinion that peer review was a useful method, helping to vet scientific information that 

the respondents may not be knowledgeable enough to assess themselves. Several 

Table 6: Journal Found Most Helpful 

Book and Paper Annual 78 
The Paper Conservator 78 
Journal of the AIC 57 
Restaurator 36 
Journal of the Institute of 
Conservation 23 

Studies in Conservation 23 
The Conservator 19 
Topics in Photographic 
Conservation 13 

Other 13 
Grand Total 340 

Table 7: How important is it that a journal 
article has been peer-reviewed? 
Very 26 
Somewhat 53 
Not Very 16 
Blank 5 
Grand Total 100 
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respondents were of the opinion that peer review is not only useful by its own measures, 

but also influences others’ view of the field, reinforcing an air of scientific credibility and 

respect. A number of respondents pointed out that whatever the merits of peer-review, 

much of the information that they use regularly is not found in peer-reviewed journals but 

in publications such as the Book and Paper Annual. Respondents pointed to a difference 

in the literature between articles sharing ‘scientific research’ and articles explaining 

treatments and practical methods. For several, peer review was seen as helpful for the 

former but not the latter, more ‘practical’ publications.  

 Electronic mailing lists, the most 

frequently used source of information outside of 

informal communication with colleagues and 

friends, may be moderated but are not peer-

reviewed. Respondents were asked what it was 

that would indicate to them that a post on a 

mailing list was ‘trustworthy’ (Table 8). These answers were categorized and the results 

tabulated. Resoundingly, the most popular indication of trustworthiness is a personal 

knowledge of the author and the author’s reputation, with a knowledge of the author’s 

institution or workplace also commonly mentioned. As for the post itself, citations and 

preferences were seen as indicators of trust as well as the respondent’s opinion of the 

post’s coherence, rhetoric, and proper use of terminology. Nearly as important was the 

nature and number of subsequent responses to the post and their agreement with the 

author. 

 The respondents were then asked how likely it is that they would correct a post 

on a list that contained incorrect information. The majority responded that it is ‘not very  

Table 8: Trustworthy Quality 
Name of the author 52 
Author's institution 26 
Coherence / Rhetoric / Terminology 15 
Citations / References 11 
Nature / Number of responses 11 
Common sense / Gut feeling 5 
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likely’ that they would make the correction, with 

just a slightly smaller number claiming that they 

would be somewhat likely to do so (Table 9). 

Only six percent claimed that they would be 

‘very likely’ to make such a correction. This 

reluctance to correct posts was explained by 

some in the comments. The main concern was one of time; many respondents wrote that 

they simply did not have time to correct mailing list posts. There was also a common 

concern over the appropriateness of correcting an author on-list. The risk of ‘discrediting 

a colleague’, as one respondent put it, was often considered too high, and it was 

mentioned by many that they preferred to respond to the author personally rather than 

posting their correction.  

 

SHARING INFORMATION 

 

Respondents were asked how, when they 

develop a new treatment or technique that is of use to 

them, they tend to share their findings. Multiple 

choices were allowed. The most popular method of 

sharing this sort of information (chosen by 80% of the 

respondents) is through lateral means, conversing with 

friends in the field or coworkers informally (Table 10). 

Twenty-six percent of the respondents attempt to publish their developments in a journal 

or newsletter and only twelve percent post such findings to electronic mailing lists.  

Table 9: Likeliness of correcting mailing 
list post 
Not very likely 40 
Somewhat likely 34 

Not likely at all 14 
Very likely 6 

Blank 6 
Grand Total 100 

Table 10: Methods of Sharing New 
Treatments/Techniques 
Talk to friends in the field 
(through email, 
conversation) 

80 

Talk to coworkers 77 

Attempt to publish in a 
journal or newsletter 

26 

Post to an electronic 
mailing list 

12 

Grand Total 210 
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In contrast to novel treatments and techniques, 

the respondents were also asked how they tend to share 

information of interest that they have read or heard 

from others. The vast majority of the sample responded 

that they share such information through direct 

communication or emails to colleagues and friends. 

Several of the respondents mentioned that they have 

small, private mailing lists of colleagues with which 

they share information of interest. Only 12 of the 87 

respondents to the question mentioned that they share 

such information with electronic mailing lists.  

A little over 50% of the respondents had written but not necessarily published 

between one and five journal articles or conference talks during their career, while 21% 

had written none (Table 11). When asked about the professional commitments associated 

with their jobs, 18% of the respondents mentioned publication as a requirement or 

expectation.  

When asked how important it is for conservators to regularly publish in journals, 

44% thought it was ‘somewhat’ important, closely trailed by 38% who thought it ‘very’ 

important. The majority of the comments on the question praised publication of results, 

but pointed out that the respondents have neither the time nor resources to work on 

publishable research, though many wished that they had. The second most prevalent 

opinion was that not all conservators need publish. Several respondents mentioned that 

there is a subset of conservators that should be publishing, but that many need not and 

that it is not a necessity that all conservators endeavor to share publishable results. 

Table 11: Articles Published During 
Career 
1 - 5 53% 
0 21% 
6 - 10 14% 
More than 20 7% 
11-20 5% 

Table 12: How much competition to 
publish is there? 
A Lot 7 

Some 12 

Not Much 48 

None at all 14 

Blank 19 

Grand Total 100 
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Respondents were then asked how much competition they felt that there is among 

conservators to publish. Nearly half (48%) answered that there is ‘not much’, with 14% 

claiming that there is none at all and 12% claiming that there is ‘some’ (Table 12). The 

only common thread among the comments on the question, other than to remark on the 

general lack of competition, was that there is little cause to compete given the abundance 

of opportunities to publish. 

When asked what changes they have noticed in how conservators find and share 

information over the course of their careers, the vast majority of the respondents pointed 

to the advantages of the internet, with 91% agreeing that it has been a positive force. It 

should again be noted that response to this question includes a great deal of sampling 

bias, since the survey was conducted and responses solicited on the internet. Beyond an 

increase in communication precipitated by digital communication, one of the most 

commonly noted changes over the course of the respondents’ careers was an increase in 

conservators’ willingness to share information.  
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